for organizations to address (Dana, 1999; Keenan & Newton, 1985) .
Numerous measures of workplace interpersonal conflict and related social stressor constructs have been developed. Although related constructs are prolific in the literature (e.g., workplace violence and aggression, workplace incivility, workplace bullying, social undermining; cf. Hershcovis, 2011; Nixon & Spector, 2015) , due to interpersonal conflict's near ubiquitous nature within the workplace, this article focuses exclusively on the measurement of perceptions of interpersonal conflict from the perspective of the individual.
Many definitions and conceptualizations of conflict have been proposed in the literature (see Hartwick, 2004, and Weingart, Behfar, Bendersky, Todorova, & Jehn, 2015 , for reviews), demonstrating some disagreement regarding what constitutes interpersonal conflict and how conflicts are expressed. As such, interpersonal conflict is distinguished from other related constructs in Barki and Hartwick's (2004) comprehensive conceptual definition as "a dynamic process that occurs between interdependent parties as they experience negative emotional reactions to perceived disagreements and interference with the attainment of their goals" (Barki & Hartwick, 2004, p. 234) . Additional clarity is provided by Weingart and colleagues' (2015) recent assertion that conflicts involve people with opposing viewpoints advocating for different outcomes (Weingart et al., 2015) , though conflict expression may vary in frequency and intensity.
Even within the confines of these definitions, measures of interpersonal conflict are considerably heterogeneous. These differences largely arise from dissimilar epistemological and methodological approaches to measure development. For instance, several measures reflect the fact that workplace interpersonal conflict can encompass a wide range of behaviors from mild disagreements between individuals to more intense behaviors such as sabotage or even verbal and physical intimidation (Spector & Jex, 1998) . Moreover, each measure that is currently available within the literature has not been evaluated under the same level of scrutiny, making it difficult to identify a measure with acceptable psychometric properties.
There are three main limitations of existing measures of workplace interpersonal conflict including current conceptualization, measure development, and evaluation. These limitations are discussed below and presented in Table 1 . As such, the overall purposes of the present evaluation are to (a) articulate the need for a valid, psychometrically sound self-report scale that can briefly capture perceptions of workplace interpersonal conflict in a contemporary work environment from the perspective of the individual and (b) examine the psychometric suitability of the 7-item Workplace Interpersonal Conflict Scale (WICS) within three separate contexts.
Measurement Issue of Current Conceptualization
Many currently available self-report measures of workplace interpersonal conflict were developed many years ago (see Table 1 ). This is a concern because the understanding of the complexities of interpersonal conflict in the workplace has broadened the scope of what aspects should be considered part of conflict including additional behaviors, cognitions, and negative emotions. For example, Schieman and Reid (2008) argued that interpersonal conflict should include perceptions of injustice, goal impediments, incompetence, and being the target of another person's verbal or physical antagonism. Yet, within most available workplace interpersonal conflict measures, perceptions of these cognitions, emotions, and behaviors are not included. Moreover, many early self-report measures of conflict within organizational contexts have struggled regarding appropriate conceptual measurement of cognitions, behaviors, and negative affect (Barki & Hartwick, 2004) , which are inherently perceptual in nature. Whereas these measures may query conflict behaviors, it should be acknowledged that any self-report measure of conflict is inherently perceptual, where even a report on behaviors observed is according to the person observing and perceiving such behaviors. Therefore, measures created many years earlier may lack comprehensive assessment of conflict and claim to be measures of behavior when, in fact, this ignores the importance of perception in conflict measurement.
As an example, consider the most widely used and extensively psychometrically evaluated measure of workplace interpersonal conflict, the Interpersonal Conflict at Work Scale (ICAWS; Spector & Jex, 1998) . Although this scale has been well-validated (Bruk-Lee & Spector, 2006; Frone, 2000; Spector & Jex, 1998) , without the inclusion of all current aspects of interpersonal conflict, it lacks an appropriate and contemporary workplace outlook. Primarily, it does not specifically address all the properties of conflict (Barki & Hartwick, 2004) , but rather assesses the frequency of conflict based on perceptions of the largely behavioral indicators of arguments, yelling, actions of rudeness, and negative interpersonal interactions. Further, the ICAWS does not capture more recently identified components of conflict such as perceptions of injustice, goal impediments, or incompetence (Schieman & Reid, 2008) . Consequently, this measure of conflict is likely unable to capture the construct of workplace interpersonal conflict as it is currently defined and understood.
Measurement Issue of Development
A second major issue with previous measures of workplace interpersonal conflict reflects the process of measure development including empirical derivation, selecting an appropriate epistemological approach, and testing among multiple populations (see Table 1 ). As a sound methodological practice, quantitative measures can be developed based on qualitative findings including those obtained from focus groups, content analysis, or behavioral observations, where the strengths of both approaches enrich and reinforce the other (Morgan, 2014) . However, epistemological approaches and assumptions can further influence measure construction and development. For example, a sharp contrast in methodological approach has emerged within the conflict literature, where many studies have examined conflict in work groups based on the focus of the conflict or "conflict types" (e.g., relationship, task content, task process, nontask organizational, status; Behfar, Mannix, Peterson, & Note. Empirical refers to the whether the measure is based off of themes in the literature with an empirical derivation of the measure. Properties refers to whether the scale centers on properties of conflict. Sample refers to being examined within multiple appropriate occupational samples. Psychometric Evaluation refers to the report of psychometric properties beyond internal consistency or factor analysis (i.e., EFA, CFA) of the scale including discriminant, convergent, predictive, concurrent, and incremental validity. Trochim, 2010; Bendersky & Hays, 2012; Bruk-Lee, Nixon, & Spector, 2013; Jehn, 1995; Weingart et al., 2015) and other studies have assessed conflict by the properties that define it (e.g., disagreement, interference, negative emotion; Barki & Hartwick, 2001; Cox, 1997; Friedman, Tidd, Currall, & Tsai, 2000; Schieman & Reid, 2008; Spector & Jex, 1998) . Although it has been well-documented that both of these approaches are important in conceptualizing interpersonal conflict (cf. Barki & Hartwick, 2004) , it is important to note that the Intragroup Conflict Scale (ICS; Jehn, 1995) , including two subsequent scales introduced by Behfar et al. (2010) on process conflict and Bendersky and Hays (2012) on status conflict, expressly considers the focus of conflict within existing work groups. Although valuable in the workplace where productivity is increasingly reliant upon successful collaborations, a measure of interpersonal conflict developed within a group setting may inadvertently confound group processes with interpersonal processes. For example, the ICS includes an item that reads, "How much friction is there among members in your work unit?" By asking about the entire work unit (group) rather than perceptions of dyadic interactions (that may or may not be within a larger group setting), the measurement of conflict may be confounded with other group or social processes. One's perceptions may differ dramatically when there are multiple observers of conflict, or participants in conflict, as opposed to the potential anonymity perceived by an employee when engaged in a one-on-one interpersonal conflict. Thus, the ICS adopts a fundamentally sociological perspective of conflict, which has a limited ability to examine specific aspects of conflict as a psychological work phenomenon.
Finally, when a measure is not inspected within different theoretically appropriate groups, the adequacy of the content and generalizability of that measure is uncertain. Barki and Hartwick (2001) and Cox (1997) developed their measures of interpersonal conflict (see Table 1 ) within only one occupational context: information system organizations and nursing staff, respectively. Although their samples included participants with differing job descriptions, it was used in only one occupational setting, making it difficult to know whether the validity is acceptable and appropriate in other work contexts. Thus, a measure of workplace interpersonal conflict should be empirically derived, examine specific properties of conflict, and be examined within multiple occupational settings.
Measurement Issue of Evaluation
The third major concern with measures of interpersonal conflict is the substantial variance in the psychometric evaluation they undergo (see Table  1 ). Evidence for reliability and construct validity including convergent and discriminant validity, as well as criterion-related validity (e.g., concurrent, predictive, incremental), of a measure's scores is essential for adequate measure evaluation (Crocker & Algina, 1986) . Although it has become common practice to examine reliability (i.e., internal consistency) of a measure's data (e.g., Cronbach's alpha statistic) and, to a lesser extent, conduct exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis (e.g., exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis; EFA and CFA), few studies on workplace interpersonal conflict conduct additional psychometric evaluation to examine other forms of validity.
Indeed, of the currently available measures of workplace interpersonal conflict, only three have explicitly examined validity beyond internal consistency and factor analysis. First, regarding modified versions of the ICS (Jehn, 1995) , Jehn and Chatman (2000) investigated discriminant validity of scores between the scales (task conflict, process conflict, relationship conflict), and both Behfar et al. (2010) and Bendersky and Hays (2012) examined process conflict and status conflict, respectively, relative to convergent, concurrent, and discriminant validity of the scores. Second, Spector and Jex (1998) evaluated the relationship between the ICAWS and several dispositional variables (e.g., negative affectivity, autonomy) and job strain variables (e.g., depression, job satisfaction, physical symptoms) and concluded that the observed relationships provided adequate support for convergent and discriminant validity. Third, in a dissertation on the subject, BrukLee (2006) reported evidence of data reliability and concurrent, convergent, and discriminant validity of the scores for each subscale of the Interpersonal Conflict in Organizational Scale, a 63-item scale examining both the focus and properties of conflict. However, these are exceptions because even Schieman and Reid's (2008) measure of workplace interpersonal conflict, one of the most recently developed self-report published measures, has not been examined beyond internal consistency. Given the great discrepancy in evaluation methods for available conflict measures, there is a need for a brief, comprehensive, and perceptual measure of workplace interpersonal conflict that has been rigorously appraised to provide an acceptable measure of this potent workplace stressor.
A New Measure
To address this need, following Hinkin's (1998) general recommendations, we constructed a new scale called the Workplace Interpersonal Conflict Scale (WICS; see Appendix). In doing so, all three of the critical issues of concern for measures enumerated above were addressed because the WICS was (a) created as a self-report perceptual measure based on a current conceptualization and definition of workplace interpersonal conflict, (b) developed using rigorous empirical methods including multiple worker samples, and (c) evaluated across multiple types of validity. In the analysis of the WICS, our focus was on important organizational variables including health and safety outcomes, thus substantiating beneficial uses of this measure in future workplace studies.
Scale Development of the WICS
The foundation for the content of the WICS originated from a qualitative study (Wright, Mohr, & Sinclair, 2014) investigating common themes in 150 descriptions of conflicts experienced at work among 144 registered nurses, using several independent raters including experts in the nursing field to verify theme validity and interrater reliability. This qualitative study was selected for several reasons including a focus on conflicts with lateral sources (e.g., peers, colleagues) rather than hierarchical sources (e.g., supervisors, subordinates), the empirical qualitative methods employed (i.e., content analysis with multiple raters), and the straightforward application of the themes within the conflict conceptualization (cognitions, behaviors, affect). Five reliable themes (κ > .40; Landis & Koch, 1977) were identified (i.e., feeling unfairly treated, feelings of dislike/rudeness, others' irresponsibility, others' incompetence, work disagreement) and developed as nonmutually exclusive thematic codes, which allowed for a richer and deeper representation of each conflict description.
Using this qualitative study as a guide (Wright et al., 2014) , a total of seven items were developed for the WICS with six of these items patterned after the five reliable themes. Given the intense negative nature of the feeling unfairly treated theme, two items were created to represent it and one item was created to represent each of the remaining themes. The seventh item incorporated another behavior (yelling) that was not represented in the qualitative study's themes due to good face validity (i.e., yelling; Spector & Jex, 1998) . Thus, using Barki and Hartwick's (2004) definition of conflict for a conceptual guide and Wright et al. (2014) as a guide for specific content, we constructed the WICS to examine the perception of the frequency of important theoretical and practical instances of workplace interpersonal conflict.
Scale Evaluation of the WICS
We gathered validation evidence for the WICS from three studies conducted in unique occupational settings. In each study, construct validity was examined by estimating internal consistency (i.e., Cronbach's alpha), interitem correlations, factor structure (EFA Principal Components and Direct Oblimin rotation for potential multiple factors, CFA) and model fit indexes among the WICS scores. A variety of fit indexes were selected due to the unique limitations of each (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2005) Hu and Bentler (1999) provided a thorough review of each model fit index, highlighting some limitations and recommending cutoffs for determining adequate model fit. Based on these recommendations, the cutoff values of < .08 for SRMR; > .95 for NFI, IFI, TLI, and CFI (though many have used .90 as the cutoff; see Marsh & Hau, 1996) ; and < .06 for RMSEA were adopted.
To assess criterion validity (both concurrent and discriminant validity), we examined bivariate correlations between the WICS scores and theoretically related variables, with the expectation that the WICS would be positively related to negatively valenced constructs (e.g., negative affect) and negatively related to positively valenced constructs (e.g., positive affect). For these analyses, several work variables important to productivity and health were selected (e.g., work engagement, turnover intentions, counterproductive work behavior, affect, depressive symptoms, perceived stress, safety compliance). Convergent and incremental validity were assessed by comparing correlation estimates between the scores of the WICS, ICAWS, and ICS. Finally, using linear regression, some initial evidence for predictive validity was also examined.
Study 1
The sample for Study 1 came from a large, cluster randomized controlled trial called COMPASS (COMmunity of Practice and Safety Support), conducted to evaluate the efficacy of a peer-led, scripted health and safety curriculum intervention for home care workers (Olson et al., 2015; Olson et al., 2016) . These home care workers were independent contractors who provided one-on-one in-home services for older and disabled individuals who required assistance with tasks of daily living such as housecleaning, bathing, and dressing. The primary purpose of this study was to evaluate the intervention's effectiveness in improving and promoting home care worker health and safety.
Method
Participants. Home care workers (n = 148) were recruited from two metropolitan locations in the Pacific Northwest. Eligibility criteria included employment by at least one consumer-employer who paid for services through personal funds or who were receiving home care services through the publicly funded Oregon Department of Human Services Aging and Disabilities, and residing or working in one of the two study areas to facilitate study participation. The sample was predominantly women (92.2%), with an average age of 51.7 years (SD = 13.2, Median = 53.0). A third of the sample held a high school diploma (33.6%), many had a vocational or technical certificate (24.5%), and many had either some college education (16.1%) or earned a college degree (21.7%). Participants reported an average of 7.44 years tenure in home care work (SD = 7.61, Median = 4.5) and a mean of 24.00 weekly work hours (SD = 17.1; Median = 22.0).
Measures. Workplace interpersonal conflict was assessed using the 7-item WICS constructed for this study. Participants indicated the frequency of each of the seven items over the past month on a 5-point Likert-type frequency scale (1 = never, 5 = very often; see Appendix for entire scale). Affect was captured using an 8-item measure of mood combining four items from Larsen and Diener (1993) and four items from Watson, Clark, and Tellegen (1988) , where participants indicated on a 5-point Likerttype scale (1 = not at all, 5 = extremely) how much a certain mood descriptor described their mood over the past month along positive (i.e., happy, alert, enthusiastic, relaxed; α = .83) and negative (i.e., sad, irritable, bored, nervous; α = .68) dimensions (Wright, Broadbent, Graves, & Gibson, 2016) . Loneliness was assessed using the 3-item measure developed by Hughes, Waite, Hawkley, & Cacioppo (2008) , over the past month using a 5-point Likert-type frequency scale (1 = never, 5 = very often; α = .88).
Acute depressive symptoms over the past seven days were examined using the 5-item CES-D (Bohannon, Maljanian, & Goethe, 2003) on a 4-point Likert-type frequency scale (1 = rarely or none of the time [less than 1 day], 4 = most or all of the time [5-7 days] ; α = .83). Finally, life stress over the past three months was captured using seven items from the Perceived Stress Scale (Cohen, Kamarck & Mermelstein, 1983 ) on a 5-point Likert-type frequency scale (1 = never, 5 = very often; α = .84). These included the shortened 5-item scale plus two items with good face validity for the population. Two questions from Buxton et al. (2009) with minor adaptations assessed the frequency of sugary snacks and drinks over the past month using a 10-point scale (1 = never, 10 = 5 or more times per day). The mean of these items was used to estimate the frequency of added sugar consumption. Because this construct was comprised of two items, internal consistency estimates are not meaningful, though we did verify a significant positive relationship (r = .30, p < .001) between these variables.
Procedure. We obtained institutional review board approval at Oregon Health & Science University (#5473). Study recruitment and data collection procedures for the COMPASS trial have been described at length previously (Olson et al., 2015) . In the current analyses, we focused on a limited range of survey measures collected from home care workers at the baseline time point. Surveys were collected from participants in person by researchers and inspected for completeness to minimize missing data.
Results
Internal consistency and construct validity. Descriptive results including means, standard deviations, and correlations for the WICS and other study variables are displayed in Table 2 . No demographic variables were statistically related to the WICS scores. It was observed that, when Item 7 ("been given unclear directions by others at work") was not included, every measure of internal consistency and construct validity improved or remained unchanged. There was also a theoretical concern about this item, receiving unclear directions, as being more related to role ambiguity than conflict. Given these concerns, we proceeded to analyze the 6-item WICS, which is consistent with Hinkin's (1998) recommendation to retain four to six items in a scale. Interitem correlations ranged from 0.49 to 0.78 (M = 0.66, SD = 0.08), corrected item-total correlation was above the recommended cutoff of .40 (Gliem & Gliem, 2003) , and Cronbach's alpha was .92, suggesting acceptable internal consistency. Using Principal Component Analysis and Direct Oblimin rotation, the EFA yielded one factor (no rotation resulted) because only one Eigenvalue was above the convention of 1.0 (4.30 with the next highest at .60), and visual inspection of the scree plot supported this conclusion. Each item strongly loaded on the factor, ranging from 0.80 to 0.91 (M = 0.85, SD = 0.04). The CFA produced similar results with standardized item loadings ranging from 0.74 to 0.90 (M = 0.81, SD = 0.06). Although model fit was not acceptable using chi-square analysis, χ 2 (9) = 60.50, p < .05, the SRMR indicated acceptable model fit at .048 and relative fit index values approached acceptable model fit (NFI = 0.91, IFI = 0.92, TLI = 0.81). Although the TLI was below the 0.95 recommendation and the RMSEA was .20, which was well above the cutoff of .06, these indexes are sensitive to small sample size and can over-reject models that other indexes would indicate are otherwise acceptable (Hu & Bentler, 1998; Kline, 1999) . Finally, the CFI was 0.92, suggesting the model was nearing adequate fit. Taken together, these estimates suggest some evidence for construct validity of the 6-item WICS scores.
Criterion validity of the WICS scores. Regarding concurrent validity of the WICS scores (part of criterion validity), as expected, the WICS was negatively and significantly (p < .01) related to positive affect, but positively and significantly (p s < .01) related to negative affect, depressive symptoms, loneliness, and perceived life stress (see Table 2 ). For discriminant validity, the relationship between the WICS scores and the unhealthy diet construct was, as expected, nonsignificant (p > .05). Thus, these results provided some initial support for criterion validity of the WICS scores.
Discussion
Collectively, these results suggest that the WICS measures a singular perceptual construct of interpersonal conflict and provides some support for construct and criterion-related validity of the WICS scores. As anticipated, the WICS was positively related to negatively valenced constructs and negatively related to positively valenced constructs within a sample of home care workers, providing support for the utility of this measure within the health care context. However, some validity issues remain to be addressed. First and foremost, the WICS should be evaluated within other worker populations to determine generalizability of this measure, particularly given the characteristics of the sample in Study 1 (e.g., age, sex). Second, although the results of Study 1 provide some evidence of construct and criterion-related validity, a prospective study design would establish further confidence in criterion validity (e.g., predictive validity). Relatedly, incremental validity should be examined where the WICS is compared to another validated measure (e.g., ICAWS). Finally, additional work and safety variables should be examined to determine whether the WICS can be useful in practical assessments of work including variables like turnover intentions and safety adherence. Study 2 was conducted to address these concerns.
Study 2
Study 2 involved an investigation of workplace interpersonal conflict within the food service industry including food service and grocery retail. Two specific food service organizations located in the Pacific Northwest and the Intermountain West expressed concern over their respective employee turnover rates and agreed to participate. The data were used to examine the validity of the WICS scores in Study 2.
Method
Participants. Participants were recruited by direct solicitation from organization managers and researchers to participate in a prospective (pre/ post) study assessing working conditions using a two-time survey. Interested employees were sent an e-mail invitation and a link to an online survey (Qualtrics, Provo, UT). A total of 112 participants participated, 69 from the food service franchises and 43 from the grocery retail store. Participants at the food service organization were offered nonmonetary incentives for their participation (i.e., points used to get store-level rewards), and participants at the retail grocery store were included in a random drawing for $25 gift cards. There was almost an equivalent number of men as women (n = 52 men, n = 60 women), and most were European American (93%) with an average age of 22 years (SD = 3.17) and an average of 12.04 years of education (SD = 3.56). Nearly half (49%) of the sample had been working for less than a year, and 41% had been working between one and five years. Of the total 112 original study participants at the first assessment (baseline), only 38 provided viable responses at the second assessment (follow-up). Demographics of these 38 participants showed strong similarities with the demographics of the 112 participants in sex (53% women), ethnicity (92% European American), age (M = 21.98, SD = 3.19), and education (M = 12.31, SD = 3.80).
Measures. Workplace interpersonal conflict was assessed using the 7-item WICS measure and the ICAWS (Spector & Jex, 1998) . The ICAWS is a 4-item measure of the frequency of conflict behaviors over the past month on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = never, 5 = very often; α = .79). Similar to Study 1, the same measures, time-point anchors, and scales were used to assess positive (α = .68) and negative affect (α = .71; Larsen & Diener, 1992; Watson et al., 1988) and depressive symptoms (α = .71; Bohannon et al., 2003) . Work engagement during the past month was assessed using the 9-item Work Engagement Scale developed by Schaufeli, Bakker, and Salanova (2006) , on a 5-point Likert-type frequency scale (1 = never, 5 = very often; α = .93). Turnover intention was captured using the 3-item measure developed by Hom, Griffeth, and Sellaro (1984) , where participants indicated their intentions to leave their current organization on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree; α = .91). Job search behavior in the past month was examined using the four items developed by Kopelman, Rovenpor, and Millsap (1992) on a 5-point Likerttype frequency scale (1 = never, 5 = nearly every day; α = .79). Safety compliance was assessed using Griffin and Neal's (2000) 3-item measure on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree; α = .94). Constructs were assessed in both surveys with the exception of work engagement (baseline only), and depressive symptoms and safety compliance (follow-up only).
Procedure. We first obtained institutional review board approval from Brigham Young University-Idaho (F2014 -0001). Participation in this pre/post study involved the completion of an online questionnaire, which took approximately 10 minutes. Participants were contacted six weeks following the administration of the baseline survey for a follow-up questionnaire. A total of 47 participants completed the follow-up questionnaire for a retention rate of 42%. Nine responses were omitted from the dataset due to a technical issue (i.e., online data were incomplete when downloaded), leaving 38 total viable responses for analysis. Given the suboptimal retention rate, we investigated differences between those who completed the follow-up measure and those who did not, and found only one significant difference among all study variables (p = .04); those who completed the follow-up had selfreported greater levels of negative affect (M = 2.26, SD = 0.78) than those who did not (M = 1.94, SD = 0.75). No other significant differences emerged on any other study variable between the two groups, suggesting a lack of systematic bias in responses.
Results
Internal consistency and construct validity. Descriptive results including means, standard deviations, and correlations for the baseline and follow-up surveys are presented in Table 3 . Internal consistency and construct validity were assessed using only baseline data. No demographic variables were statistically related to the WICS scores. Similar to Study 1, when Item 7 of the WICS was not included, every measure of internal consistency and construct validity either did not change or improved and, as such, the 6-item WICS was analyzed. Interitem correlations of the WICS ranged from 0.26 to 0.73 (M = 0.54, SD = 0.14), the corrected item-total correlation was above the recommended cutoff of .40 (Gliem & Gliem, 2003) , and Cronbach's alpha was .88, suggesting acceptable internal consistency. Using Principal Component Analysis and Direct Oblimin rotation, the EFA yielded one factor (no rotation resulted) because only one Eigenvalue was above the convention of 1.0 (3.76 with the next highest at .81), and visual inspection of the scree plot supported this conclusion. Each item loaded highly on the factor, ranging from 0.56 to 0.86 (M = 0.78, SD = 0.11), suggesting that all items were acceptable in the assessment of a single factor. The CFA produced similar results with standardized item loadings ranging from 0.45 to 0.85 (M = 0.74, SD = 0.15).
Model fit was not acceptable using chi-square analysis, χ 2 (9) = 28.60, p < .05, but several indexes suggested adequate or approaching adequate model fit (SRMR = .047; NFI = 0.92; IFI = 0.94; TLI = .86; CFI = 0.94; RMSEA = .12). Although both the TLI and RMSEA continued to be suboptimal, it is important to note that all model fit indexes improved from the estimates in Study 1, suggesting that Study 1 might have provided initial low estimates. As predicted, the WICS was strongly positive and significantly related to the ICAWS at baseline, suggesting convergent validity of the WICS scores (see Table 3 ). These results collectively support the WICS as an appropriate and valid measure.
Criterion validity of the WICS scores. For criterion validity, concurrent, predictive, and incremental validity of the WICS scores were evaluated. Concurrent validity was demonstrated using only data from the baseline with negative and significant (ps < .01) relationships to positive affect and work engagement as well as positive and significant (ps < .01) relationships to negative affect, organizational turnover intentions, and job search behavior. To establish predictive validity, Ordinary Least Squares Linear Regression models were evaluated where each outcome measure at follow-up was regressed individually (univariate) on the WICS scores at baseline because temporal primacy is necessary to establish a true predictive relationship. As expected, the WICS scores negatively and significantly (ps < .01) predicted positive affect and safety compliance as well as positively and significantly (p s < .01) predicted negative affect, turnover intentions for organization, job search behavior, and depressive symptoms (see Table 4 ). These results suggest that the WICS is useful in the prediction of theoretically related workplace constructs.
Initial modest support for incremental validity was observed; the WICS scores were more strongly associated (bivariate correlations) than the ICAWS with every other study variable (in the expected direction), ranging from an increase of 0.03 to 0.12 (M = 0.07, SD = 0.04) in favor of the WICS, and this overall mean difference was statistically significant, t(5) = 4.29, p = .008. The difference in percent variance explained (R 2 ) at baseline, ranging from 0.02 to 0.09 (M = 0.06, SD = 0.03), was also significantly in favor of the WICS, t(5) = 4.90, p = .005. To establish additional incremental validity, we conducted regression analyses to compare the ICAWS scores with the WICS scores (see Table 4 ). Of the six outcomes examined, the WICS had a significant (ps < .05) and stronger predictive relationship (in 
Discussion
Overall, the results from Study 2 are consistent with the results from Study 1, adding support for the WICS. First, the WICS was related, in the expected direction, to work health and safety variables including work engagement, turnover intentions, job search behavior, and safety compliance. Second, convergent validity was observed by the strong correlation between the WICS and ICAWS scores, a well-validated measure of workplace interpersonal conflict (Spector & Jex, 1998) . Third, regarding predictive validity, the WICS was a significant predictor of many important outcomes including organizational turnover intentions, safety compliance, and acute depressive symptomology, which suggests the potential usefulness of the WICS measure in organizational, safety, and health domains. Fourth, the WICS was more strongly associated with outcome variables of interest than the ICAWS, suggesting a potential practical benefit to using the WICS, particularly regarding safety outcomes. Study 2 provided additional contributions to the establishment of the validity of the WICS scores, lending further confidence in the usefulness of the measure. Although the worker sample, prospective study design, and ability to compare the WICS to the ICAWS addressed many limitations of Study 1, some problems remained. For instance, the poor retention rate at follow-up might have biased results toward those experiencing more negative mood in our analyses of predictive and incremental validity. However, it is possible that this smaller sample size could have inflated Type II error, potentially making the results observed even more noteworthy. Finally, only one validated measure was compared to the WICS, limiting convergent and incremental validity. Therefore, Study 3 was conducted to evaluate the WICS within a larger and more diverse sample, to further investigate the relationship of the WICS relative to both the ICAWS and the ICS, and to determine whether the WICS may offer a better alternative in workplace assessments of the psychosocial context.
Study 3
Study 3 encompassed a large, online sample that was gathered using the online workforce platform Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk). MTurk allows interested parties to pay an on-demand workforce to complete tasks using a computer and Internet connection. Data collected were used to assess the validity of the WICS scores. 
Method
Participants. Study 3 participants were recruited through MTurk by posting a short description and anonymous link to an online survey (Qualtrics, Provo, UT) as a task to complete for a one-time payment of $1.25. A total of 646 participants completed the survey, though only 632 met inclusion criteria. In the description of the study posted on MTurk, eligibility included employment outside of their involvement with MTurk and specified that self-employed individuals were not eligible. Average age of the sample was 34.52 years (SD = 11.78), the number of men and women participants were nearly equivalent (55% men), and average education was 14.47 years (SD = 3.23). Most of the sample was European American (77%), with African American (1%), Asian (8%), Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander (0.2%), Hispanic/Latino(a) (6%), multiple race (2%), and other (0.5%) represented in the sample. Average tenure at the participants' current jobs was 5.81 years (SD = 6.06). Moreover, 78% of participants reported being employed full time (n = 495), 40% (n = 252) reported supervising other employees, and the average number of hours worked per week was 38.41 hours (SD = 10.54). Participants reported a wide range of occupations such as "data services programmer" and "brick mason laborer", with "teacher" reported most frequently (n = 20, 3.16%). In terms of industry, the most commonly reported were sales (n = 87, 14.20%), healthcare (n = 68, 11.10%), technology (n = 66, 10.80%), education (n = 56, 9.13%), and food services (n = 43, 7.01%).
Measures. Similar to Study 2, workplace interpersonal conflict over the past month was assessed using both the WICS and the ICAWS (α = .88; Spector & Jex, 1998) , and also included the 8-item ICS (a = .90; Jehn, 1995) , with all three measures using the same 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = never, 5 = very often). Utilizing the same measures, timepoint anchors, and scales as Study 1 and Study 2, we measured positive (a = .78) and negative (a = .78) affect (Larsen & Diener, 1992; Watson et al., 1988) , depressive symptoms (a = .82; Bohannon et al., 2003) , loneliness (a = .91; Hughes et al., 2008) , work engagement (a = .95; Schaufeli et al., 2006) , organizational turnover intentions (a = .93; Hom et al., 1984) , job search behavior (a = .86, Kopelman et al., 1992) , perceived life stress (a = .90; Cohen et al., 1983) , safety compliance (a = .94; Griffin & Neal, 2000) , and unhealthy sugar diet (Buxton et al., 2009) . Spector and Jex's (1998) 18-item Physical Symptoms Inventory was included, and participants indicated whether they had experienced any of the listed physical symptoms (e.g., headache, chest pain) in the past 30 days. Finally, counterproductive work behavior during the past 30 days was assessed using the 10-item Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist (a = .88; Spector, Bauer, & Fox, 2010) , a 5-point Likert-type frequency scale (1 = never, 5 = everyday).
Procedure. We first obtained institutional review board approval from Brigham Young University-Idaho (S2016-F008). Participation in the study consisted of completing the online survey in English, whereupon participants received a random numerical code and entered this into the MTurk website to receive payment. As an indicator of data fidelity, completed surveys that took less than 150 seconds were excluded because we observed a natural break in the data and reasoned that 2.5 minutes was insufficient time to accurately complete the survey. As such, 14 responses were excluded from analysis. After these 14 entries were dropped, the average survey completion time was 8.72 minutes (SD = 4.91).
Results

Internal consistency and construct validity.
Descriptive results including means, standard deviations, and correlations between the WICS and other variables are located in Table 5 . Among the demographic variables, age (r = -.08, p = .044) and years of education (r = -.17, p < .001) were statistically related to the WICS scores. Similar to Study 1 and Study 2, when Item 7 was not included, every measure of internal consistency and construct validity either did not change or improved and, as such, only the 6-item WICS was analyzed. Interitem correlations of the WICS ranged from 0.51 to 0.73 (M = 0.62, SD = 0.07), corrected item-total correlation was above the recommended cutoff of .40 (Gliem & Gliem, 2003) , and Cronbach's alpha was 0.91, collectively indicating acceptable internal consistency of the scale. Using Principal Component Analysis and Direct Oblimin rotation, the EFA yielded one factor (no rotation resulted) because only one Eigenvalue was above the convention of 1.0 (4.11 with the next highest at .56), and visual inspection of the scree plot supported this conclusion. The EFA yielded only one factor with each item loading highly on the factor, ranging from 0.76 to 0.88. (M = 0.83, SD = 0.04), and the CFA produced similar results with standardized item loadings ranging from 0.69 to 0.86 (M = 0.79, SD = 0.06). Finally, an independent-samples t test on the WICS was conducted to examine differences between managers and other employees. Managers, on average, experienced more conflict (M = 1.99, SD = 0.92) than nonmanagers (M = 1.85, SD = 0.75), a difference that trended toward significance (t = 1.97, p = .050). Upon closer inspection, managers reported significantly (ps < .05) more disagreement, being yelled at, and being blamed or criticized unfairly than their nonmanager counterparts.
Model fit was not acceptable using chi-square analysis, χ 2 (9) = 103.60, p < .05. However, nearly every other model fit index exceeded recommended cutoffs (SRMR = .034; NFI = 0.96; IFI = 0.96; TLI = .93; CFI = 0.96; RMSEA = .13). It should be noted that TLI is much closer to the recommended 0.95 cutoff (Hu & Bentler, 1999) and that RMSEA, though still not less than .06, is the only index that was not satisfied; and the remaining five indices suggested acceptable model fit. Likely due to the larger and more diverse sample in Study 3, each model fit index improved over Study 2, suggesting a better fit and less sample bias. Respecting convergent validity (see Table 5 ), the correlation between the WICS and the ICAWS scores were strongly positive and significant (p < .001) as well as the correlation between the WICS and ICS scores (p < .001). For discriminant validity, the relationship between the WICS scores and unhealthy diet was nonsignificant, as expected (p > .05).
Criterion validity of the WICS scores. Concurrent validity of the WICS scores was established by observing negative and significant (ps < .01) relationships with positive affect, safety compliance, and work engagement. Additionally, positive and significant (ps < .01) relationships with negative affect, depressive symptoms, loneliness, perceived stress, turnover intentions, job search behavior, physical symptoms, and counterproductive work behavior emerged. Regarding incremental validity (see Table 6 ), the WICS scores were more strongly associated than the ICAWS scores with every variable (in the expected direction) except counterproductive work behavior and safety compliance, ranging from an additional 0.02 (physical symptoms) to 0.13 (turnover intentions) increase (M = 0.06, SD = 0.05) in favor of the WICS, t(10) = 3.98, p = .003. Percent variance explained (R 2 ) was also greater for the WICS compared to the ICAWS, ranging from .01 to .10 (M = 0.04, SD = 0.04), which was also significant, t(10) = 3.32, p = .008. Compared to the ICS scores, the WICS scores were more strongly and significantly associated with every variable (except physical symptoms; M = 0.08, SD = 0.04; t[10] = 6.63, p < .001). Similarly, the percent variance explained (R 2 ) was significantly greater for the WICS scores compared to the ICS scores, t(10) = 6.63, p < .001. Collectively, these results provide additional validity evidence and support the WICS as an appropriate measure of interpersonal conflict.
Discussion
Overall, the results from Study 3 were consistent with the results from Study 1 and Study 2, adding additional evidence to support the WICS as a valid measure in regard to both construct and criterionrelated validity. First, the large sample size and occupational diversity of the sample boosts confidence in the generalization of these findings. Second, the WICS was related, in the expected direction, to additional work health and safety variables including counterproductive work behaviors, safety compliance, and physical health symptoms. Third, the WICS scores demonstrated strong convergent validity and additional incremental validity when compared to the ICAWS (Spector & Jex, 1998) and ICS scores (Jehn, 1997) . The online sample made fidelity of the data very difficult to determine, though obvious cases of response set bias were eliminated by deleting out surveys with too little time spent on completion. Previous research has also suggested that data collected via MTurk are as reliable as other methods (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011) . Another limitation of the present study was the limited support for discriminant validity due to the examination of only one relationship. However, though when compared to other forms of construct and criterion validity such as incremental validity, discriminant validity may not be as critical when establishing the utility of a new measure. In conclusion, these results collectively suggest that the WICS may provide an improved assessment of workplace interpersonal conflict in organizational contexts.
General Discussion
Although interpersonal conflict has been studied extensively in the workplace, the validation evidence indicating adequate psychometric properties of available self-report measures has been lacking. In this present examination, three studies were conducted that evaluated a newly constructed brief self-report perceptual scale, the WICS, based on a previous qualitative study (Wright et al., 2014) . In Study 1, we investigated the construct validity of the WICS scores within a group of home care workers including important health outcomes, whereby some support for construct and criterion validity was obtained. In Study 2, a prospective twotime point study, the WICS was examined among food industry employees and included additional important work variables (e.g., turnover intentions, safety compliance) and a comparison of the WICS to the validated ICAWS (Spector & Jex, 1998) in order to provide some incremental validity. In Study 3, the WICS scores were examined within a large and diverse MTurk sample and compared to the ICAWS (Spector & Jex, 1998) and the ICS (Jehn, 1995) , providing further evidence for construct and criterion validity. Six items of the WICS were strongly correlated (interitem correlations) across all three studies (M = 0.61, SD = 0.08) and were well-suited for the purpose of assessing workplace interpersonal conflict (see Table 7 for a summary of all results) within the workplace in worker productivity, health, and safety domains. Collectively, evidence from these studies suggests that the WICS adequately assesses workplace interpersonal conflict and provides an appropriate or a potentially better alternative to other measures. First, it is based on a current conceptualization of conflict (Barki & Hartwick, 2004; Weingart et al., 2015) , and it is a brief self-report perceptual measure of conflict. The specific content of the WICS came from themes identified in a qualitative study (Wright et al., 2014) , and the WICS includes elements not previously considered in most prior measures such as perceived injustices, goal impediments, and being unfairly blamed. Moreover, because the WICS included components that many other measures do not, it seems likely that the WICS more comprehensively captured conflict in the workplace, allowing for the identification of unique constellations of cognitions, emotions, and behaviors in perceptions of conflict. However, caution should be exercised in the interpretation of specific items because the conflict behaviors represented in the WICS may or may not, by themselves, suggest interpersonal conflict. For instance, if there is frequent yelling at the workplace, this could mean conflict is present or other conditions may necessitate the yelling (e.g., manager has a deadline for a subordinate to meet).
Given our results, however, confidence in the WICS' ability to assess workplace interpersonal conflict seems robust. Removal of one of the original items of the 7-item WICS ("been given unclear directions by others at work") due to statistical (low interitem correlations, low factor loadings) and theoretical issues (item wording may suggest that this is more in-line with role ambiguity) consistently improved construct validity and was consistent with Hinkin's (1998) recommendation that a scale have four to six items measuring one construct. Moreover, despite the observation that RMSEA was consistently poor, multiple fit indexes provided evidence that the WICS had adequate and appropriate model fit, suggesting a psychometrically sound measure. Indeed, a critical reason for having multiple fit indexes is to increase the confidence in the evaluation of a measure so that the judgment of the appropriateness of the scale is not influenced too strongly by the limitations of any one index (Hu & Bentler, 1999) . Thus, RMSEA failing to provide support for the WICS measure, although certainly not ideal, should not discredit it altogether because all other indexes supported it. Additionally, our comparison results between the WICS, the ICAWS (Spector & Jex, 1998) , and the ICS (Jehn, 1995) , demonstrated substantive and statistically significant improvements in correlations with and predictions of important organizational, health, and safety outcomes. In sum, these results provide evidence of the consistency, construct validity, and criterion validity of the WICS scores for employee well-being, organization efficiency, and employee safety.
Third, the WICS seems useful within multiple occupational populations. Indeed, the WICS may be used as a diagnostic tool in assessments of the workplace in terms of several important workplace outcomes (e.g., turnover intentions, work engagement), worker health outcomes (e.g., depressive symptoms, perceived stress), and to safety compliance, which makes it particularly useful to organizations interested in a broad spectrum of outcomes. For example, an organization seeking to assess employee turnover risk may use the WICS as a proxy measure to predict future turnover. Going a step further, the same organization may seek to reduce or eliminate workplace interpersonal conflict assessed through the WICS in efforts to prevent employee turnover and improve worker productivity. Finally, although further validation is needed, the results from Study 3 suggest that the WICS seems sensitive enough to capture some subtle differences between lateral and hierarchical conflicts, which can lead to very different outcomes (Frone, 2000) . Thus, the WICS may be an appropriate diagnostic tool for hierarchical conflicts such as conflicts between managers and subordinates, or for comparisons between lateral and hierarchical conflicts. Limitations and Future Directions Our current examination of the WICS has a few limitations. First, all outcomes were not included in all three studies, making it difficult to be certain whether the WICS would have had similar relationships in each context. However, as a way to monitor this issue, positive and negative affect were included across all studies, which, as expected, yielded similar general patterns of results. It should be noted that the Study 2 relationships between affect and conflict were generally stronger, likely due to the temporary nature of food service jobs and the younger ages of the participants. More specifically, conflict may have a stronger impact on mood for temporary jobs and for younger employees. All forms of validity were unable to be examined in each study, making it necessary to infer that similar results would have been observed. Again, given the general consistency of the results across the studies for reliability and construct validity, this inference is likely justified, and the fact that all major types of validity were examined in at least one study is a substantial improvement in the literature (Bendersky & Hays, 2012; Jehn, 1995; Schieman & Reid, 2008; Spector & Jex, 1998) . Third, our studies relied exclusively on self-reported data, which can be affected by subjective biases, though when studying occupational stress processes (including perceptions), self-report measures are typically appropriate (Spector, 2006) . Finally, in efforts to produce a brief scale, only seven items were originally drafted. Thus, it is difficult to assess whether additional items would have altered the results. However, these items are consistent across the literature (i.e., Schieman & Reid, 2008; Spector & Jex, 1998) and one item was dropped, which reduced this concern. Notwithstanding these limitations, the present examination made several important contributions to future research. First, the examination addressed the critical issues of (a) using a current conceptualization of workplace interpersonal conflict; (b) empirical derivation, assessment of properties of conflict, and using multiple occupational samples; and (c) rigorous psychometric evaluation. As such, the WICS offers many advantages beyond other currently available measures of workplace interpersonal conflict. Future research could administer the WICS within a wider variety of occupations than those examined here including high stress occupations (e.g., firefighters, physicians, midlevel managers), during demanding conditions (e.g., job insecurity, low decision latitude, organizational change), or among managers/ supervisors for hierarchical forms of conflict.
Research should investigate the relationship between the WICS and other more objective variables such as job performance, turnover, absenteeism, and clinical diagnoses of depression. Another domain to explore could be the assessment of conflict from a dyadic perspective (e.g., supervisor-subordinate, coworker-coworker) or in other contexts beyond the workplace (e.g., marriage and family counseling). As identified by Weingart et al. (2015) , it is important to consider how conflict can be assessed not only according to frequency, as done here, but in terms of intensity of conflict. Finally, other factors such as potential positive outcomes of conflict (e.g., task conflict), organizational culture, cross-cultural interactions, personality, and gender (Wright, Bates, & Ferguson, 2007) should be considered in future assessments.
In conclusion, this study represents an important step to address a major limitation in the assessment of workplace interpersonal conflict. Indeed, research in this area has often relied upon scales with limited psychometric support based on outdated construct definitions. Yet, the WICS offers a valid way of addressing this concern with a brief self-report perceptual scale of conflict interactions with others in the workplace. As such, this research can benefit future researchers and practitioners in the overall quest to promote organizational productivity, employee health, and safety within organizations. Search past issues, or articles by subject area or author at www.psichi.org/?journal_past Ask your librarian to store Psi Chi Journal issues in a database at your local institution. Librarians may also e-mail to request notifications when new issues are released.
